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PER CURI AM

Charl es Erskine appeals the district court’s order granting
summary judgnent in favor of the Appellees and disnmissing his
conplaint in which he alleged violations of the First Anendnent,
t he Due Process Cl ause of the Fourteenth Amendnent, and Title VII

of the CGvil R ghts Act of 1964, as anended, 42 U S.C A 88 2000e

to 2000e-17 (West 1994 & Supp. 2002). W affirm
This Court reviews an award of summary judgnent de novo.

Higgins v. E. |I. Dupont de Nenours & Co., 863 F.2d 1162, 1167 (4th

Cr. 1988). Summary judgnent is appropriate when there is no
genui ne i ssue of material fact, given the parties’ burdens of proof

at trial. Fed. R Gv. P. 56(c); Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc.,

477 U.S. 242, 247-49 (1986). I n determ ni ng whet her the noving
party has shown that there is no genui ne issue of material fact, a
court nust assess the factual evidence and all inferences to be
drawn therefrom in the light nost favorable to the non-noving

party. 1d. at 255; Smith v. Virginia Commonwealth Univ., 84 F.3d

672, 675 (4th Cr. 1996).
Wth these standards in mnd, we affirmon the reasoning of

the district court. Erskine v. Board of Ed., No. CA-00-2552-DKC (D

Md. July 2, 2002; Apr. 16, 2002). We dispense with oral argunent

because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in



the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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